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800 Data Base Access Tariffs and the
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800 Service Management System Tariff

APPLICATION FOR REVIEW

Pursuant to Section 1.115 of the Federal Communications
Commission’s ("Commission") Rules,' undersigned petitioners file
this Application for Review of the January 31, 1994, Order of the
Acting Chief of the Common Carrier Bureau (or "Bureau").? 1In
this Order, petitioners were denied waiver of an earlier Bureau
Investigation Order’ requiring them to place confidential
information used to derive their 800 data base tariff prices on
the public record. Petitioners were directed in the QOrder to
file cost support for their 800 data base vertical feature
services calculated without the use of proprietary cost models
and vendor data which permit calculation of costs on an

4

incremental "forward-looking" use basis. In the alternative,

47 CFR § 1.115.
2
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DA 94-99, rel. Jan. 31, 1994 ("Orxder").

3In the Matter of 800 Data Base Access Tariffs and the 800
Service Management System Tariff, Order Designating Issues For

Investigation, 8 FCC Rcd. 5132 (1993) ("Investigation Order").
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petitioners were permitted in the Order to continue to use
proprietary data to support their tariffs if they "release all
relevant information to interested parties that signed protective

agreements. "’

Petitioners had all relied on proprietary,
extremely confidential and competitively sensitive cost models
and equipment vendor information in developing their 800 data
base tariffs.®

The Bureau’s QOrder directly countermands a prior order of
the full Commission on precisely the same subject. The Bureau is
limited by statute’ and rule® to exercising only such delegated
authority as the Commission has expressly delineated "by
published rule or by order."’ No authority has been delegated
to the Bureau to issue orders contrary to Commission directives
-- indeed, such power has been expressly withheld from the

Bureau. 0

Such being the case, the issuance of a decree by the
Bureau contrary to clear Commission precedent violates not only

the Commission’s Rules, but the Communications Act itself.'!

order 9§ 15.

SThis Application for Review deals only with 800 data base
"vertical features," the only part of 800 data base service for
which new service cost justification was required.

747 UsC § 155(c) (1) .

847 CFR § 0.291.

947 USC § 155(c) (1) .

1947 CFR § 0.291(a) (2).

"ITT World Communications, Inc. v. FCC, 699 F.2d 1219, 1248
(D.C. Cir. 1983).
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In this case, the Commission had already established
procedures to be followed when a carrier developed a tariff rate
for a new service based on forward-looking costs. In the Open
Network Architecture ("ONA") proceeding,'?’ the Commission had
set forth, following extensive reflection and industry
consultation, specific guidelines, procedures and operational
standards which govern when a dominant exchange carrier chooses,
or is required by the nature of the data requested, to support
its tariff on the basis of forward-looking costs. In the case of
ONA tariffs filed by the Bell Operating Companies ("BOC"), the
Commission was quite specific that "forward-looking costs" were
the proper costs to support the prices for new services in a
federal tariff.'® The Commission observed that "for the first
time [it] is involved in the detailed oversight of exchange
carrier ratemaking processes that disaggregate local switching
functions into discrete services."' The forward-looking costs
developed by petitioners in the ONA proceeding, and for 800 data
base vertical features in the instant proceeding as well, relied
on two types of information which are extremely confidential:
1) proprietary computer models which can replicate the operation

of highly sophisticated digital equipment which is shared between

2petitioners’ ONA tariffs relied on the same type of cost
models and vendor data utilized in the instant proceeding.

Bgee o ite i
j O i , CC Docket No. 92-91, Order, FCC 93-532,
rel. Dec. 15, 1993 ("ONA Tariff Order") §q 40.

%14. g 8.



4

services and is necessary to perform 800 service feature
functions, thereby permitting assignment of costs among services;
and 2) proprietary vendor switch data which permits the computer
models to assign shared costs on a forward-looking basis.

Recognizing the extremely confidential and competitively
sensitive nature of this information in the ONA tariff
proceeding, the Commission "sought to strike a balance between
the interests of switch vendors and Bellcore in protecting
proprietary information and ratepayers’ interests in
participating effectively in the ONA tariff investigation."®
In striking such a balance, the Commission approved a detailed
plan for limited access to the cost models and vendor information
which had been devised by the Bureau and the industry.'® This
approach to proprietary cost models, while extremely burdensome
to the filing carriers (and, while less so for intervenors,
nevertheless burdensome for them as well), was deemed adequate by
the Commission to permit intervenors to participate meaningfully
in the tariff review process.' This procedure was also deemed
sufficient by petitioners to protect the extremely sensitive
information which they had relied on in producing their tariffs
and acceptable to equipment vendors who provide the information

to Bell Communications Research, Inc. ("Bellcore"), and U S WEST

“In the Matter of Commission Requirements for Cost Support
Material to be Filed with Open Network Architecture Access

Tariffs, Order, FCC 93-531, rel. Dec. 15, 1993, § 3.
“14. passim.
Vsee Tariff Order Y 79-81.
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pursuant to non-disclosure agreements. In short, the compromise
accepted by the Commission, while not perfect, permitted carriers
to prepare rates based on optimal costs while protecting highly
sensitive information which could cause serious harm to
competition, petitioners and equipment vendors if it fell into
the wrong hands. The Commission’s directives in this area also
provided a measure of stability for future tariff filings.

In the 800 data base proceeding, petitioners utilized
similar cost models and vendor proprietary information to develop
costs for both 800 query service and 800 vertical features. The
vertical features, classified as "new service" for price cap
filing purposes, were based on forward-looking costs which could
be accurately developed only through the use of vendor
proprietary data -- and efficiently so only via computer costs

models. '8

As shown by affidavits, a reasonable alternative
method to use of vendor data and the sophisticated computer cost
models relied on by petitioners simply does not exist for 800
vertical features.!” The record shows that 800 data base

service vertical feature costs reflect the costs of record

storage and processing by the Service Control Point ("SCP") and

'%The equipment vendors remain adamant that this information
is so sensitive that a protective order of this Commission,
carrying as it would only limited sanctioned authority, will not
provide them with sufficient protection to permit them to
continue to share their information with petitioners in the
future. See letters from equipment vendors, Attachment A hereto.

Ysee Declarations of Julian L. Brice, Ruth Durbin, Hilmar
F. Durden, Curt Hopfinger, James J. Lechtenberg, Francis J.
Murphy, Robert E. Sigmon, Martin W. Clift and Kenneth A.
Moreland, Attachment B hereto.
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the cost of interconnecting the SCP and the Signal Transfer
Point. The SCPs manufactured by different vendors have different
performance characteristics and costs. Therefore, a detailed
examination of the equipment, architecture, component costs and
performance of each type of SCP is necessary to determine the
"costs." The characteristics of each SCP are proprietary to the
vendor of the SCP. Thus, the complex calculations required to
determine the SCP costs per query require the use of
sophisticated models such as the Common Channel Signalling Cost
Information System ("CCSCIS"). The link costs per query are
based on the equally proprietary capacities of the SCP.

Petitioners quite naturally proposed to follow the identical
path ultimately approved by the Commission in the ONA proceeding
for use of such models in preparing and defending their 800 data

base tariffs as well.?® Yet the Bureau in the Order simply

20At the Bureau level, the BOCs offered an alternative
proposal put forth in their Petition for Waiver filed herein
Sep. 16, 1993, at 10-11, which provided: 1) Bellcore assistance
to the Bureau in its evaluation of the reasonableness of the
model; 2) equipment vendor certification that the price, capacity
and discount information provided to Bellcore was accurately
reflected in the models used by the BOCs; and 3) intervenor
access to redacted documentation upon execution of an appropriate
non-disclosure agreement. This alternative was almost identical
to what they proposed in the ONA proceeding and was accepted by
the Bureau.

Bellcore and U S WEST are now willing to provide their
CCSCIS documentation, including its intellectual property, to
intervenors who execute appropriate non-disclosure agreements
with reasonable terms and conditions. Vendor information used,
however, will not be accessible. However, the combination of
access to the documentation in virtually unredacted form and
access to vendor certification will result in full disclosure to
those who are parties to the proceeding.
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disregarded the Commission’s earlier decision and ruled that
petitioners must disclose "all relevant information to interested
parties that signed protective agreements"21 or use different
methods of calculating costs.?
The Bureau’s justification, such as it is, for
differentiating among the 800 data base proceeding and the ONA

tariff proceeding, is threefold:

1. 800 vertical features are similar to each other in nature

).2 This difference has

(while ONA services are different
no relevance to the basic fact that forward-looking costs
cannot be realistically developed without use of proprietary
vendor information and, as noted previously, vertical

features can only be differentiated from basic features, and

from each other, on the basis of SCP costs per query.

2. Accuracy in cost development is less important in the case
of 800 vertical features than it was in the case of ONA
services, and "the public interest would suffer more by
failing to make public disclosure of the cost support for
both basic 800 database services and vertical features than
it would gain by having a more precise calculation of costs

for vertical features."?® 1In taking this position, the

2iorder g 15.
2214. 9§ 14.
214.

%14,
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Bureau argues that the less important the tariff filing the
more willing the Commission is to risk either inaccurate
cost support or disclosure of secret information in the name

of vital public review,®

a position which simply makes no
sense. If public review of tariff support material is
really important, especially in today’s competitive
market,? something which we would vigorously dispute, such

public review could be more important, not less important,

in the case of more consequential tariffs.

3. The distinctions which the Order attempts to draw between
the ONA tariff proceeding and the instant proceeding are
specious. The procedure in the ONA proceeding allowed, as
the Commission found, meaningful intervenor participation
while protecting confidential information. The idea that
these findings are diminished in any way in the case of 800
vertical features is not supportable. The stated position
of the Bureau, that the cost accuracy and protection of
confidential information somehow coexist on a sliding scale
with public review of tariff support depending on the
importance of the tariff, can find no life in logic, reality

or any part of the Commission’s precedent.

B1d. 1 12.

%at least one of the parties clamoring most vocally for the
secret information, MCI, has announced full scale entry into the
local exchange business in competition with petitioners.
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The bottom line is that the Commission's precedent
established in the ONA proceeding is binding on the Bureau. It
is also a sensible and realistic position. The Commission
should, accordingly, reverse the Bureau's QOrdeyr, grant the
waivers requested by petitioners, and permit them to procaed with
their tarirf filings in a way which permits the maximum accuracy
and still protects the confidential information of petitioners
and affected equipment vendors. The Qrder denias this
opportunity.

Regpectfully submitted,
AMERITECH SERVICES

Byt __ | Derros E. Heen éTH

Thomas E. Grace

Room 4H70

200 West Ameritech Canter Drive
Hoffman Estates, IL 60196-1025
(708) 248-6040

Its Attormey

THE BELL ATLANTIC TELEPHONE
COMPANIES

oy o —ce W, k:éggi: 5r77%

Lavrance W. Kats

1710 H Streat, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006
(202) 392-6580

3

Its Attorney
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By:

By:
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s P. Tuthlill
Nancy C. Woolt
Room 1523
140 New Montgomery Street
San Francisco, CA 94105
(413) 342-7657

Its Attorneys

THE NYNEX TELEPHONE CONPANIES
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William J. Balcerski
Room 427

120 Bloomingdale Road
White Plains, NY 10605
(914) 644-2032

Its Attorney

U § WEST COMNUNICATIONS, INC.

Rt 8. MKaro 377

Robert B. McKenna
Suite 700

1020 19th Street, N.W.
wWashington, DC 20036
(303) 672-2861

Its Attorney
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. o 1850 M Streer. NW. [1th Floor
é Sprint . Washingion. DC. 20036

Telephone: 1202) 8287452

Richard D. Lawson

Director

Federal Regulatory Relations
L'nied Telephone Companies

July 29, 1993

Mr. Gregory J. Vogt
Chief, Tariff Division
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M. Street, Room 518
- Washington, DC 20554

Dear Mr. Vogt,

Representatives of Bellcore asked the United Telephone
companies (United) to send you this letter regarding United's
use of a model to determine the capital costs included in
United's rates for 800 data base vertical features.

I consulted with the United costing and rate development
experts that prepared United's 800 data base tariff filing.
They inform me that United did not include any capital costs
in the rates for vertical features. Accordingly, United did
not use Bellcore's CC SCIS costing model or any equivalent

costing model to calculate the capital costs of 800 data base
vertical features.

However, United's experts also inform me that had United
chosen to include capital costs, the same could not have been
precisely determined without the use of a proprietary model
or process containing vendor proprietary information or
commercially sensitive information.

If you have questions about this matter, please contact
ne at the telephone number or address shown above.

\ s£nc.r.{%£>£::~

Richard D. Lawson

cc: Jay C. Keithley
.Vice President - Law and External Affairs
Sprint/United Telephone
Craig Smith “
Senior Attorney
Sprint/United Telephone
Stuart Drake

—_— . o
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Network Systems

Waestern Electric® procucts
2800 Warrenvilie Road

> Lisle, IL 60532
708 224.4000

August 23, 1993

James F. Britt
Executive Director

290 W. Mt. Pleasant Ave.
LCC 2E-243

Livingaton, NJ 07039

RE: 800 Data Base Designation Ozxder - Cost Model Disclosure
Requirements

Based upon discussions with the FCC staff in the referenced matter, you
recently asked AT&T-NS to consider two proposed options intended to
address the review of Bellcore cost models (e.g. CCSCIS and/or SCIS).
Our comments are summarized as follows:
1. Provida intervenor access, under very rigid and comtrolled
processes and nondisclosures.

Bellcozre cost models contain AT&T-NS information that is
highly proprietary and competitively sensitive. Although
nendisclosure agresuments offer some protection, that level
of protection is not sufficient, in the view of AT&T's Law
Department, in these circumstances. Whether a nondisclosure
agreement’s protection is adequate in sach situation is a
function of balancing the nature of the proprietary
information involved and the harm which will ocecur upen
disclosure against the protections offered by the
nondisclosure agreement. The degree of competitive harm is
such that even the smallest risk that the nondisclosure
agreement might be violated (s sufficient in this instance
to lead AT&T-NS to the conclusion that this recommended
approach {s not acceptable. Further, AT&T-NS daes not
belisve that it would possess an adequate rsmedy at law to
compensate AT&T-NS for the potential loases which aight
occeur if an individual vere to violate the nondisclosure
agreement.

2. Provide sone type of vendor certification to the commission
stating that vendor input information is used within the
Bellcore cost model(s) without modification or
miszepresentation.



2.

At this point, AT&T-NS understands that some type of vendor
certification may be an appropriate activity for this
Tegulatory situation. In concept, we are supportive., We
do, .hovever, reserve our final, more definitive response to
some later date when the process details have bean
established.

In general, AT&T-NS is interested in ccoperating with Bellcore, the
operating coampanies, and the FCC as much as possible. In doing so, two
objectives are foremost: 1) protection of our proprietary informatien;
and 2) maintaining oinimum expense levels. Should all possible
alternatives be unacceptable to the FCC, and the order to discless
Bellcore cost modsl information is implemented, ATST-NS will regretfully
and immediately cease to provide all preduct, price, and feature
information to Bellcore for cost model development.

We are available to explore the possibilities of a vendor certification
process if appropriate. Please contact me on 708-224-4178 when further
assistance 1s needed.

M. R. Bruening

AT&T-NS

Sexvice Cost, Tariff, and
Regulatory Consultant

Copy te:
D. Pines



Digital Equipment Corporation
Corporate Park 287
20 Corporate Place South

» New Je 08855-1345
Sossszdbo0 AUG 17 1993
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August 16, 1993

Mr. James Britt

Bell Communications Research
290 W. Mount Pleasant Ave.
Rm.: LCC 2E243

Livingston, N.J. 07039

Dear Mr. Britt:

Thank you for your call regarding the options
available to Digital regarding the release of
information provided by Digital to Bellcore for use
in Bellcore price models.

We understand that certain intervening parties would
like to obtain access to elements of information
contained in the Bellcore model. With respect to
the pricing information provided by Digital, we
would agree to review its accuracy as contained
within your pricing model and provide a statement
attesting thereto.

Digital List Pricing is open and available to
customers. MNowever, individual company discounts
and allowances we consider to be confidential.

Yours truly,

4
Nicholag Locsin
Account Executive
Telecommunications

NL/pP
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DSC Communications
Corporation

WILLIAM R. TEMPEST
vice Prasident,

Secretary and

Qenarat Counsel

August 24, 1993

Mzr. James Britt

Executive Director

Bell Communications Research, Inc.
290 West Mt. Pleasant Avenue
Livingston, NJ 07039

.~ Dear Mr. Britt:

The purpose of this letter is to confirm our recent telephone conversation
regarding certain matters pending before the Federal Communications
Commission ("FCC").

You have advised me that the FCC has requested those local exchange carriers
("LEC's") which rely on cost models to file those models on the public record. At
least some of those models were trade secrets or contained trade secrets or
proprietary information.

Bell Communications Research, Inc. ("Bellcore™) has delivered to the FCC
affidavits from, among others, all of the Regional Bell Operating companies,
Southern New England Telephone, GTE and Cincinnatti Bell indicating that the
cost models included propristary information of vendors, including, in some
instances, DSC Communications Corporation.

I understand the FCC has proposed two alternatives. Under one alternative, a
vendor such as DSC would allow a certain number of interveners (AT&T, Sprint,
MCI, etc.) to look at the capadity of our product, and review costs and prices,
among other things. Access to this information would be limited, would be filed
under seal and it is possible that there could be civil penalties for misuse or
unauthorized disclosure of the information. We find this alternative
unacceptable. Regardless of the safeguards imposed, at least one of our major
competitors would have access to highly sensitive information concerning our
products. -



A second alternative would be for us to certify the information contained in the
models is what was provided to Bellcore and others by our Company. This
would require consultation between us and the affected LEC's to confirm that
the information contained in their respective pricing models accurately reflects
information provided by DSC. As between the two proposed alternatives, we
find the second alternative less unpalatable.

Very truly yours,
DSC COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION

c - po——
/L “y b‘-'\./(.
William R. Tempest

Vice President, Secretary
& General Counsel

cc: Mo Shabana
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August 13, 1993

James F. Britt, Executive Director
Bell Communications Research, Inc.
Room LCC-2E-243

290 W. Mt, Pleasant Avenue
Livingston, New Jersey 07039

RE: FCC 800 Database Designation Order
(CC Docket No. 93-129)

Dear Jim:

This letter is to confirm our recent conversation regarding possible
vendor response options to the above-referenced FCC Designation
Order pertaining to 800 Database Access Tariffs which was adopted
and released by the FCC's Common Carrier Bureau on July 19, 1993.

OQur objective at Northern Telecom Inc. is to cooperate as fully as
possible with Bellcore and the FCC in connection with the Designation
Order, consistent with the appropriate protection of Northern
Telecom Inc.'s confidential information including technical and other
strategically sensitive data. .

You indicated during our conversation that the FCC and Bellcore
desire to avoid following the same expensive and time-consuming
process with respect to the Designation Order that was followed in
connection with the FCC's ONA proceeding in order to protect the
switch vendors' confidential information. In that regard, you also
indicated to me that two alternative processes for protection of the
switch vendors' confidential information are under consideration in
order to address the FCC's requirements as well as the concems of
the switch vendors, such as NTI, for the protection of their
confidential information.

As 1 understand these alternative processes, one process would
involve some form of certification or confirmation to be provided by

I .o

Y
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each switch vendor to the FCC concerning the accuracy and/or
completeness of that switch vendor's switch data that has been
furnished to Bellcore for use by Bellcore in populating Bellcore's
CC SCIS model. The other process, as I understand it, would require
the agreement of the switch vendors to allow Bellcore to disclose
fully the CC SCIS model and its contents, including the switch
vendors' confidential information, to intervenors in the Designation
Order proceeding, subject to a Nondisclosure Agreement.

In our view, the latter alternative involving full disclosure of the
CC SCIS model does not appear to be appropriate for protection of
NTI's confidential information. The information provided by
Northern Telecom to Bellcore in connection with the CC SCIS model is
similar to that provided by NTI to Bellcore with respect to Bellcore's
SCIS model which was the subject of the FCC's ONA proceeding. In
that regard, our position concerning the possible disclosure of
Northern Telecom's information to intervenors in this proceeding,
even under a Nondisclosure Agreement, would be similar to the
position we took in the FCC's ONA proceeding. We would object to
such disclosure. Northern Telecom would not object, however, to
protections in this proceeding which were no less protective of
Northern Telecom's confidential information than the protections
which applied to Northern Telecom's information pursuant to the
FCC's ONA proceeding.

On the other hand, we believe that it is possible that the other
alternative process which would involve some type of certification or
confirmation by NTI and the other switch vendors with respect to
the accuracy and/or completeness of their switch data that was used
by Bellcore to populate the CC SCIS model may be appropriate.
Before Northern Telecom could take a definitive position on this
ajternative we would need to understand better the details
concerning the processes and requirements that would apply to the
alternative. For example, since Northern Telecom has had limited
access to the CC SCIS model, it would not appear to be appropriate
for Northern Telecom to certify or confirm that Northern Telecom's
information has, in fact, been appropriately inputted into the CC SCIS
model.

In conclusion, we believe the certification/confirmation process
identified above is likely to be the more appropriate of the two
aliernatives for the protection of Northern Telecom's and the other
switch vendor's confidential information, We are willing to consider
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that alternative further upon receipt of a more detailed description
of that alternative. We would be pleased to work with you and/or
the FCC to attempt to provide our insights with respect to the further
definition of that alternative, if you believe that would be helpful.

Smcerely.

' ~l?ohn Be‘é

; / Department 7219, RTP
(e

st6192a/fs

cc:  Paul DelJongh
Mike Bass






United States of America
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

In the Matter of

800 Data Base Access Tariffs and the

- CC Docket No. 93-129
800 Service Management System Tariff :

Declaration of Tulian L. Brice

1. 1am Manager-Cost Operations for Ameritech. Ameritech is a local
exchange carrier (“LEC”) and 4 pardcipant in the above-captioned proceeding. I
provide this declaration to address statements contained in Comﬁton Carrier

Bureau's Order Designating Issues for Investigation dated July 19, 1993 (“the July
19 Order”). Tam personally familiar with the facts related here, and am
competent to testify regarding them if called upon to do so.

2. The Common Channel Signalling Cost Information System
("CCSCIS™) is a computer model used by Ameritech, a CCSCIS licensee, to
calculate and apportion the shared SS7 investments used by 800 data base and
other S57 based services. A key feature of CCSCIS is its incorporation of current
cost data from five equipment vendors (Northern Telecom, DSC
Communications, Digital Eqﬁipment Corporation, Ericsson and AT&T). This
enables Ameritech and other users of CCSCIS to develop accurate and up-to-date
service specific investments for purposes of this and other proceedings. The
vendor data is proprietary and the CCSCIS model is both a trade secret and
proprietary, according to Bell Communications Research, Inc. (“Bellcore”), the
owner of CCSCIS.

3. Footnote 24 of the July 19 Order states that “since, in the present
proceeding, two LECs were able to develop costs for 800 data base service
without {CCSCTS or similar model], LECs do not need to rely onsucha model for



this service.” That statement is not valid with respect to Ameritech. Ameritech
has relied upon CCSCIS to develop investments for the 800 data base service. I
am not aware of any other models for developing those investments that would
enable Ameritech to readily develop reasonable costs for 800 data base vertical
services for this proceeding and that would not also involve applications of
proprietary data m‘s models.
4. Paragraph 29 of the July 19 Order directs any LEC that relies upon
CCSCIS or a similar model In this proceeding “to disclose those models on the
_record.” Bellcore imposes limits on'the use of CCSCTS by Ameritech and has
established severe restricti.ons on the disclosure of informaticn contained in or
. pertaining to the CCSCIS model. Ameritech has complied with those
restrictions. Ameritech cannot comply with those restrictions and also “disclose”
CCSCTS “on the record.”
Pursuant to 28 US.C. § 1746, I declare under penalty of perjury that the
foregoing is true and correct.
Executed on July o8, 1993.

Julian L. Brice
Subscribed and affirmed before me this 8 __ dayof _%_, 1993.

* OFFICIAL SEKAL ° -/éz!!ﬁ Z& 22;:g )
DIANA M, LUCAS

NOTARY PUSLIC. STATE OF ILLINOIS
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 0/T/96




. Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 208554

In the Matter of )
) CC Docket No. 93-129
800 Data Base Access Tariffs and the )
800 Service Management System Tariff )
Declaration of Ruth Durbin

1. I am Assistant Manager - Access Filings at Bell
Atlantic Network Services Inc. and was responsible for preparing
the rate justification in connection with the Bell Atlantic
telephone companies’ 800 data base access tariff.

2. Bell Atlantic used the Common Channel Signaling Cost
Information System ("CCSCIS"), a computer model develcped by
Bellcore, to apportion the shared SS7 investments used by 800 data
base access and other SS7-based services. I understand that this
model incorporates current cost information from five manufacturers
of telecommunications equipment. I am not awvare of any other
process to develop 800 data.base access service investzments that
would enable Bell Atlantic to calculate its reasonable costs for
data base vertical services that would not also use proprietary
manufacturer cost information.

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I declare under penalty of
perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

L J

Executed on July 28, 1993

M!JM’

Bu+h Durhin




United States of America
Federal Communications Coemmission
In the Matter of

800 Data Base Access Tariffs and the

800 Service Management System Tariff

)
)
) CC Docket No. 93-129
)

Reclaration of Hilmar F. Durden

1. I am Hilmar F. Durden, Manager, Economic Analysis
for BeliSouth Telecommunications, Inc..(“aellsouth“).
BellSouth is a local exchange carrier ("LEC") and a
participant in the above-captioned proceeding. I provide
this declaration to address statements contained in the
Common Carrier Bureau’s Order Designating Issues for
Investigation dated July 19, 1993 ("the July 19 Order"). 1
am personally familiar with the facts related here, and am
compatent to testify regarding them if called upon to do so.

2. The Common Channel Signalling Cost Information
Systam ("CCSCIS") is a computer model used by BellSouth, a
CCSCIS licensee, to calculate and apportion the shared S87
investnents used by 800 data base and cocther SS57 based
services. A key feature of CCSCIS i{s its incorporation of
current cost data from five equipment vendors (Northern
Telecom, DSC Communications, Digital Equipment CQrporntién,
Ericsson and ATLT). This enables BellSouth and other users
of CCSCIS to develop accurate and up-to-date service
specific investments for pufposc;}of this and other

procsedings. The vendor data is propristary and the CCSCIS



